
TENNESSEE STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION
BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE

IN lu l3iI]v IIulc]iiihon
DhL 4. Map 27F. Group B. ornrol Map 27F Wilson County
Parcel 700, SI. IIP]

Residential Properly
Ta’ lear 2005

IN IlIAL DFISION .4’ I ORDER

Statement ott/ic

1 lie Wilson County Asscurofl’rtpLr> si,r" aILietJ lift. stiliecr proptly
tir a’ purposes as lbllu’s:

Land altje Improvement_-lue

_________iclal

‘l.tLc_ - Asessment

S0.0O0 Sl2$,000 S S4.5U

An Appeal has been filed ott behalf I he propetty ‘vIicr with lie S!a e Roaid of

Equalization en July 20. 2005.

This mElter was revic’cd In he undentigned adn,inisrratke law jtidgc PUISLILIOI

to lennessee ode Aimolated ITE.A. o75- 412. I I and 67-- I 5’15. Ihis

heming wa conducted on Fcbniarv 17. 2006 at the Vilsoit County Property ..-ssesstirs

Office: present at the hearing ‘vas Dilly lIuteflIrIMIli. the taxpayer, who reprcsc:itcd

hinielL Jimmy I "eke [lie Wilson County 11r1!1,eirv *s.cslir u’aI Jell White md Kevin

‘Vnnda,1 also from for the Wilson Coiiity Pwpetly 55e5s0r s OW ce

*UIdUiLs ul j*EJL*I OncE C,; Itt.cin. 0/

Ike sulciect pnipefty eiiiistc nf1i si’tgle tunil’ rei’Ience lc’c;iIcLl ciii Ito Sre’a’I

Rd. in luhtnoii. Tennessee.

Mr Hutciunson lctihed that he pqrchascJ his property in January of ‘1MM for

S16K000.00. lIe fiinher stated that ic believe properly value should [ciilv inerc-L’se I

over what Was huRl for ii iii a year’ time, tic also said that he can pic’t believe tlmt it

increased so much. Mr. Hutehinson believes that maticet value i what you paid iir it

Ilte hasi 01 ‘alrLaliucri as staled iii leiiii cc *iidc Aiti,tt:flc&I

pro ides in relevant part } that Itjhe value of all propcrty shall he ascertained uti die

evidenee 01 its sound inlhnsic and ir,miediate value ftr purposes of sale hefts ecu a

willing seller and a iIliitehuvcr without coELs-ideratum olspeculati’c values



General appraisal principles require that the market, cost and i’ienrne approaches

I al uc he used whenever xiss i hi e. A ppru ] it ‘b ii lie. I Li Jjv’r,’ j .o i / of Real HtUc at

50 and 62. 12th S. 2101, IIOWL’VL’r, certain apprnachcs to jluc may be ItniL’

x’nrningl’uI than others with respect to a specitic ‘jic ofproperly arid such is noted in the

conelation of value indicators to dciennjiie he tinal Vii] He esttttittc. The value indicators

iItuI bcjtitictI in three categones: lithe amount :mtl rc],;tHjitt 11w daIi collected iii

each appruich 2 the inherent trcngths and veakncsscs @1 each approach; and 3 the

relevance of each approach to the ttjeet otthc appraisa]. ‘ci. at 597-603

The value to he dclertitincd in the present case t market vii uc. A erierai lv

accepted definition market value for ad valorcit, tax purpose’ is that it is lie ittost

probable price exprcsed in terms of money that a properly would hdng ii’ exposed hr

sale LII the open market in an arm’s length traztsiict’,a HLitwccn i willing selici and a

willing buyer, bet ii of whom are knowledgeable a’Ieerninu all the uss to wti ich it is

adapted and for which it’s capable ofboing used. Id. at 21-22.

The ud,ninistrati c . Huge inds that the titir market value of suhject property i of

Januaty I, 2OO constitutes lie relevant Lsslc. The adiiumuIraIive judge finds that the

,‘sscsstnent Appeals Commission has repeatedly rejected arguments based upon the

amount by which an appraisal has increased Is a cc litsequeliec if reappraisal. Fc.Ir

example. thu Commission rejected such art argument in Eli. ki.cl/. .Ir. Islicihy CniLtily.

Ta’ Years I I and I reusitnirm in pertinent part as follows:

The rare of increase mo the assessniciti it tile subject property
since the last reappraisal or even last veer tiav he alarming hut is not
evidvnct that the value i wrong, It is CLitILCIV;IIJC that values rilay
cltiiitc dramatically hr some propefte. CCIt ilver sit >itort of line
as a year. -

The best evidence of the present value of a residential property
is generally sales of properties ecimparable to che suf cci.
cicinprable in lcmtttires relevant to value. Perfect comparability is
not required, hut rele’ iilt differences sl,iitild he explained ;Lfld
accounted IhIr by reasonable adjustments. IL evidence ul .i sale is
p resented ‘ii t Eiout the required anal’ is el comparability, it is
difficult or impossible for us to use the sale as an indicator of value.

Final Decision and Order at 2. NIIr&XcVLr the Assessiient
Appcalsoinmissu’,t l,:i’ ruler] that taxes arc irrelevant ic tile
issue oF ‘;ilue. See .1/rn C 4. flume, ISlielily to., Itt’
Year 1991.
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After having reviewed aLl the evidence in this case; the admithstrativc judge finds

that the axpayer has not LLstaL,la us burden and that the subject property sfiiiul&I remain

at the prcvintislv ascse,I v;tIi’es.

The most cortunon approach for the deteniiination of maiket value in the

residential narkel is to use comparable ‘ale of like property adjusted to the subject

according h the generally LCce1Uci standards ul pE.tcljLt tbr the industry, I

Since the taxpayers arc appc’]irig from the detenninatiun of the ‘Vflson County

Board LII lqualization the burden t,f proof is on the thxjn’crs. See State Board

Equalization Rule w I-h.I Ill ajic! Big lurk .thni,ji’ I rniia,;’ Ii,wec II

Qua/in Control Board. 020 SW.2d cls Penn. .App. lVl.

The Taxpac4 ks not sustained his burden.

It is, therefore. ORDERED that the k4lowing values remain for tax year 20052:

LnI’cal Lie lmnrovcme,it Value - Total Value Assv5rlient

SI 25,XY S I 5AflU

Ii is F1JRTHER ORDERED that any applicahlc ]ieiLririg costs be assessed

pursuant Term. Code Ann. * *-5 - 501d and State Board o1Fqt:iLinriri.in Rule 0600-

I-.
rursuant to lie L *niiorrn .A&I,t,L,]Ls]-Ldive Procedures :ct, Tenn. Cntk .nn. * 4-5-

H I lean. Code .Aiin. § 6- - o I, and the Rules of _c,citta] ‘use Procedure ol

the Slate Board of Equalization, the parties arc advised ofthe following remedies:

A ri> may appeal this Lieciskili mid order to the Asessiiicit A,Teiils

o,rnli ssi on pursuant to ‘elm. ode Ann. .5 I 301 "id Rule UnDO- I -. 2 of the

Contested Case Procedures of the State Board if Equalization. Tennessee Code

Annotated 67-5-I 50le provide’ that an appeal "niust he filed within thirty 30 days

rein the date the initial deciii.n is sent," Rule Ki00-l- 2 ol lie orilested I aL

Procedures of the State Board of Equalization provides that the appeal he filed with the

I .pprasaIiiXc’E.oiia. tI2 cd.:iiIli,pp.4I7.44S. c,iriiii;jraiiveanaIo lie procehv which
a a:uc ,n4ieation is dcnvcd ui the saIcs,ii; ‘ai,im approarli. C.ri,Jisrc eLu!i1,Irdh ctIe pilipi c, ith
the subjcti usiiw elements c.ciinpari.in and dJLoi lie price ofesJ’ cun,parahk’ 0, ih csLihrcci pn,pcii’
ci inmate the a Ic prLçeny a Dcl parable.
Fnrrhe La’: year?liITh the .tsses:.or. iinmiyLockeIiasaee toresiiicethe tcr2.. valiae :.tT2.cI !lblJt

wcitjldnota,.rce Ior’:o. This required the laxpaverto 1iioe LL coiitcntionef’.’La’- iriordertu kgnnrcd
Fic reqil coed rel,et



Executive Secretary the State Board and that he appeal *ldentif the &Iegedly

erroneous fluidingsl of fact and/or coHcIusionsl ofbw ii the inilial o’dcr"; or

2. A party mdv pelli’o;l liw ILellflSldernhIOhI Of It]cs decision and order

pursuant to Tenn. Code Arilt N within filleen 1$ days ofihe entry ofthc order.

The petition tor nxaaisnlenirion must slate the spifie grounds upon which relief is

ra1uted, ihe i!itte ot tettttui, tur reeorisictei;,ti,iit 5 ,ini a prcrcuisile or ‘cekitig

adrniijisntive urjudicial review: ur

A pafly may petit%on or a sUL oleilectivcncss ofthis .!eciinrt md order

pursuant to *lertn. Code Ai’ri. 4-5- 6 withiii ij dac 01 lit entry ni the order

Iliis order does not beet one final until an ‘l]i ci ul certificate is issued b the

Asses SI ItCH L Appea’s Cnmiflt 510 it Official Cciii ticat are norniall v is sued s cv flit’ - live

tP tlays after the ettire ofthc initial decisioli and order ti ct, lucty liis a,pe;ilnl.

ENIEREL tIlLs rp day ofMtreli 2lliff.

.-...--

ANDREI ELLEN LEE
[!lISTRATI} ii lGF
TENNESSEE DEPARIMENI OF SlAIF
A1ltNlSlRAlIVE PROCEDURES DVlSKN

cc: in Billy Hutchinson, laxpayer
Mr. Jimmy Locke, Wilson luncv Propeily Assessors Office
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